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Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form SEP 2 3 20Q8 

Application No, 10/560,001 First Named Applicant: A. Tomozawa 

Examiner: A. Witkowski Art Unit; 2853 

Status of the Application: pending non-final Office Action 

Issues to be discussed: 

Claims 1, 6, 8-11, 24, 29, 31, 32, and 34-37 stand rejected under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murai (US 6,705,708) ("Mural 708") 

in View of Qui et al. (US 6,402,304) ("Qui"); Cheng et a|. Thin Solid Films, Vol. 
385, Issues 1-2, April 2001, pp. 5-10, Thickness-dependent microstructures and 
electrical .properties of PZT films derived from sol-gel process ("Cheng"); and 
Sumi et al.: Thin Solid Films. Vol. 315, Issues 1-2, March 1998. pp. 77-85: Effect 
of the annealing temperature on structural and piezoelectric properties of the sol- 
gel Pb(Zr 0.56TI 0.44) 0.90 (Mg 1/3 Mb 2/3) 0.10 03 films ("Sumi"). Applicant . 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

The outstanding Office Action alleges at page 3, lines 5-8. that Murai 708 
teaches the columnar grains of the second thin piezoelectric film have a larger 
average crass-sectional diameter man the columnar grains of the firat thin 
piezoelectric film (col. 8. lines 21-23).- However, as Applicant discussed in 
response*, the previous rejections, Murai 708 merely describes in col. 8, lines 
21-23. the total thickness of the second piezoelectric layer (I.e., the piezoelectric 
film 43 formed on the part frem which the bottom electrode 33a was removed) Is 
greater than the thickness of the first piezoelectric layer (i.e., the piezoelectric 
film 43 formed on the other part).- Therefore. Murai 708 foils to teach or suggest ' 
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that the columnar 9 rains of the second thin piezoelectric film have a larger 
average crcss-sectional diameter than the coiumnar grains of the first thin 
piezoelectric film" as recited In the pending claims. Moreover, the Examiner 
concedes this point in the Office Action at page 20, line 1 1 , to page 21 , line 4. 

The Examiner relies upon Qui. Cheng and Sum! to teach the ratio of the 
thickness of piezoelectric film to the average cress-sectional diameter of the 
columnar grains of the second piezoelectric film. Without conceding this 
assertion or the merits of combining these references wfih Mural 708, applicant 
points out mat neither of these references cure the deficient of Murai as noted 
above. In other words, neither Qui. Cheng or Suml teach or suggest that "the 
columnar grains of the second thin piezoelectric film have a te^er average cross- 
sectional diameter than the columnar grains of the M thin piezoelectric film" as 
recited in the pending claims. Therefere, it is respectfully submitted that each of 
the independent claims, along with claims depending Wren, defines 
patentable subject matter over this combination of references. Accenting,* 
Applicant respectful* requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejedion 
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